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Summary

In these Reply Comments, Alcatel strongly urges the Commission to examine the issue of

line card interoperability as an unbundled network element.  The line cards in a Next Generation

Digital Loop Carrier possess no individual functionality and should not be held to be a �network

element� under the Commission�s rules.  The unbundling of line cards is not in a �technically

feasible� point in the ILECs� network, and these cards are clearly �proprietary,� thus subject to

heightened review under §251. Finally, Alcatel requests the Commission preempt the numerous

state inquiries into this issue, since this compounds market uncertainty and adversely impacts

investment.

Alcatel also provides support to the Comments filed by the High Tech Broadband

Coalition and the economic study submitted as an attachment to the Comments of Corning.
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